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TUESDAY, JULY 12, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FoREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE, MrercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., in room G-—16, the Capitol, 
Senator Warren G. Magnuson (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senator Magnuson (presiding). 

Staff assigned to this hearing: Frank Pellegrini, chief counsel; A. J. 
Bourbon, professional staff member. 

Senator Magnuson. The hearing this morning is called on the 
matter of the activities of the MSTS. Before we proceed with the 
Defense Department the Chair would like to read a statement so 
that the matter may be clarified as to the purpose of this meeting 
or subsequent meetings that might be held on this matter. 

There is some legislation pending in the committee, namely, S. 822 
and 5S. 2286, which bas a direct bearing on this matter, and it was 
hoped that maybe out of this meeting there may come some sug- 
gestions by both the Defense Department and the maritime groups 
as to what possible action, if any, might be taken on this legislation. 

(The bills referred to are as follows:) 


[S. 822, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL, To require the armed services to utilize private American shipping services for the overseas 
transportation of commodities and civilian personnel 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 901 of the Merchant Marine Act 
of 1936 is amended by— 

(1) inserting ‘‘(a)”’ after “Sec. 901.’’; and 
(2) adding at the end thereof a new subsection as follows: 

“(b) (1) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, where privately oper- 
ated shipping services are being maintained with vessels registered under the 
laws of the United States on or in the area of established routes with regular and 
frequent sailings, the armed services of the United States shall utilize such 
privately operated shipping services for the transportation of commodities and 
civilian personnel, if space is available of the required character and in sufficient 
amount to meet such transportation requirements. Neither the Department 
of Defense nor any unit or subdivision thereof shall establish or maintain any 
water transportation service or operate individual vessels, except in instances 
where privately operated American shipping services with vessels registered under 
the laws of the United States do not possess the required facilities, do not have 
space available in amount required, are not available, or do not operate services 
to destinations required by the armed services of the United States on a basis 
reasonably required to meet such transportation requirements. The transpor- 
tation by the armed services of commodities and civilian personnel shall be 
arranged and scheduled to the extent possible to utilize the facilities and avail- 
able capacities of such privately operated American shipping services, and the 
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transportation of commodities and personnel shall not be deferred or delayed 
awaiting transportation by vessels under the control and direction of any unit 
of the armed services. 

“(2) Nothing contained in this subsection shall require (A) the employment of 
privately operated American shipping services to overseas military bases or ports 
wholly closed to private vessels for national defense purposes;.(B) the use of 
privately operated American shipping services unless it shall be offered at rates 
determined by the Federal Maritime Board to be reasonable, based on efficient 
American-flag operation; or (C) the movement of troops and their accompanying 
equipment by privately operated American shipping services.” 


[S. 2286, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 so as to provide for the utilization of privately owned 
shipping services in connection with the transportation of privately owned motor vehicles of certain 
personnel of the Department of Defense 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, a it section 901 of the Merchant Marine Act of 
1936 is amended by inserting ‘(a)’ after “Sec. 901.”’; and (2) adding at the end 
thereof a new subsection as follow 8: 

“(b) (1) That, notwithstanding any other provision of law, privately owned 
American shipping services may be utilized for the transportation at Government 
expense of motor vehicles owned by personnel of the Armed Forces and by civilian 
employees of the Department of Defense and of the Departments of the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force on other than temporary duty orders, except that 
nothing contained herein shall be construed to authorize the inland transportation 
of any motor vehicle within the United States. The Secretary of Defense may by 
regulations authorize such transportation by commercial means if available at 
reasonable rates and conditions or by Government means on a space-available 
basis, and shall limit such transportation to one vehicle for the personal use of 

vach authorized person. Transportation other than by water (unless in an 
overseas area as a part of a move involving transportation by water) shall not 
be authorized except upon approval in advance of the Secretary of Defense or 
such other officials as he may designate.” 

Senator Macnuson. The statement is as follows: 

The directive of the Secretary of Defense which brought under one 
urisdiction the sea transportation activities of the Army and Navy 
aid down the policy that, to the maximum practicable extent con- 
sistent with military requirements and prudent management, privately 
owned vessels were to be used and operated. 

The basic provision in that directive called for eatablishment of a 
nucleus fleet, composed of vessels of suitable types, sizes, and speeds 
to— 
carry out current logistic needs of military departments which cannot be met by 
commercial interests. 

The privately owned shipping industry has no quarrel with that 
policy, as so clearly expressed in the Secretary’s directive 

However, the interpretation and implementation of that policy as 
reflected in the operations and administration of MSTS has not 
conformed to its spirit and intent. Studies made by our committee, 
by other congressional committees, and the Hoover Commission 
establish that MSTS has been and now is operating in some cases in 
direct competition with privately owned shipping. 

It is to attempt to resolve some of this controversy and to eliminate 
at least some of the basis for the industry’s continued opposition to 
the activities of MSTS that today’s hearing was scheduled, and 
probably further hearings will be scheduled. 

In its recently released reports to the President on the operation of 
various Federal departments and agencies, the Commission on Organ- 
ization of the Executive Branch of the Government devoted particular 





MILITARY SEA TRANSPORTATION SERVICE (MSTS) 3 


attention to MSTS, and made a number of specific recommendations 
concerning the Service. In general, I think it can be safely said the 
Commission’s reports and recommendations substantiated most if not 
all of the criticisms that had been leveled at MSTS by private ship- 
ping interests, and called for their correction. 

It was to inquire into the views and intentions of the Department 
of Defense regarding these recommendations that this meeting was 
scheduled originally. However, on the request of Defense authorities 
for further time and opportunity to study and assess the reports, the 
broad-scale inquiry that had been projected will be deferred. In its 
place we will hold at this time merely exploratory discussions with 
representatives of the Department of Defense, to determine the gen- 
eral approach of the Department to the rec ommendations made. 

In the meantime, on the basis of data presented in the reports and 
brought forward from most recent MSTS reports, several of the more 
controversial points seemed to be worthy of mention here as starting 
points for discussion. 

With regard to tankers, for instance, certain facts seem to be well 
established: 

One, that despite the lay-up of some 22 tankers, as promised by 

MSTS, the 50-50 law has not been complied with during the 9 months 
of fiscal 1955 ending March 31, last. 

During that period Government-owned tankers transported 60 per- 
cent of the 10.9 million long tons of petroleum moved, and did so at 
a greater cost than charged by the commercial operators on a ton- 
mile basis: $2.06 per 1,000 long-ton miles, against $1.29 paid to 
commercial tankers. 

During the same 9-month period, reports received by the com- 
mittee indicate MSTS nucleus fleet increased its percentage partici- 
pation in total outbound and inbound dry cargo movements. 

Outbound, MSTS vessels carried 24.7 percent of the total, against 
16.1 percent in fiscal 1954; inbound, MSTS, 56.7 percent, as compared 
to 52.8 percent in 1954. 

Nor was this because of lack of space offerings in privately owned 
vessels. Our reports show that of such total offerings of 82 million 
cubic feet of underdeck space by all east coast and gulf holders of 
space charters and shipping contracts, between January 1 and June 30 
of this year, only 48 million cubic feet, or less than 60 percent, were 
accepted by MSTS. 

The Hoover Commission’s first general conclusion, that there can- 
not be two American merchant marines, one military and one civilian, 
operating independently and at times in competition with each other, 
strikes at the very heart of the problem we are considering. Its 
corollary conclusion that the policy of the Military Sea Transportation 
Service and the national maritime policy be coordinated certainly 
sounds a perfectly reasonable and consistent note. 

I sincerely hope that out of today’s hearing and of the future 
hearings on this vital matter we may arrive at a coordinated policy 
that will define clearly the scope and operations of MSTS. I am 
certain that this can and will be done without restricting in any way 
the security value of this unified Military Transportation Service. 

Now, as I understand it, Mr. Smith is here from the Defense 
Department. Mr. Smith is the Director of Transportation and 
Communications, and he has a statement to make at this time. 

We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Smith. 
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STATEMENT OF EARL B. SMITH, DIRECTOR OF TRANSPORTATION 
AND COMMUNICATIONS, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE (SUPPLY AND LOGISTICS) 


Mr. Smuru. Mr. Chairman, my name is Earl B. Smith. I have 
been engaged in the transportation field for some 36 years. Prior to 
accepting my present assignment I was vice president and director of 
traffic for General Mills, Inc. 

I am here in response to a letter written to the Secretary of Defense 
on June 15, 1955, by Senator Magnuson, requesting the Department 
of Defense to testify as to what steps have been taken or will be taken 
to implement the recommendations on shipping in the reports of the 
Committee on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment on (a) ) transportation, (6) food and clothing, and (c) business 
enterprises, which were 1 on March 28, April 25, and May 16, 
1955, respectively. 

Senator Maanuson. In this particular case, Mr. Smith, (6) and (c) 
are, of course, matters with which we have some concern, but for the 
purposes of the record, the transportation features are the ones that 
we are concerned with here. 

Mr. Smiru. Very well. 

As you know, there were 18 reports released by that Commission, 
and 17 of them apply either in whole or in part to the Department of 
Defense. All of these reports are being actively studied with the 
idea of ultimately adopting as many of the recommendations as 
possible and practicable, but it is not now known just how many can 
be adopted in full or in part. 

In many cases the recommendations in the various Hoover Com- 
mission reports are interdependent, and a decision with regard to a 
given recommendation in one report may well depend upon the 
decision as to some recommendation in another report—and the 
release of the reports on a staggered basis has complicated this situa- 
tion. They must be studied together to be consistent. 

Senator Maanuson. Right there, Mr. Smith. Of course, it is true 
that these reports mainly deal with the basic problem of Government 
competition with so-called private industry in these fields. 

Mr. Sairn. Yes. 

Senator Macnuson. That is why they are independent in many 
cases? 

Mr. Smirx. Yes, sir. We find that some of the recommendations 
have conditions which are difficult of appraisal—such as a recom- 
mendation to divert Department of Defense passengers from MSTS 
to private shipping provided the total cost to the Government is not 
increased after consideration of all factors, including taxes and sub- 
sidy recapture—taxes and subsidy recapture being after-the-fact 
determinations. 

In a letter to Mr. Hoover on May 9, 1955, Secretary of Defense 
Wilson stated that 
many of the recommendations can be adopted * * * [but] there are practical 
considerations which must be given due weight in * * * [his] final decisions. 
He has appointed Mr. Charles A. Coolidge to make a careful review 
of all reports of the Hoover Commission to determine the applicability 
to the Department of Defense—the extent to which the recommenda- 
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tions should be put into effect—and recommend the manner of 
doing so. 

In light of the above, we do not feel that we are now in a position to 
respond definitely or specifically in the matter of implementing any 
of the Hoover Commission recommendations with regard to shipping. 

In conclusion, I point out that Public Law 664, the so-called 50-50 
law, has already had an impact on the MSTS fleet, and will have more; 
also, that upon delivery of the tankers authorized in the act of August 
10, 1954, the MSTS nucleus tanker fleet will be reduced further. 

Senator MaGcnuson. Mr. Smith, without going into any great 
detail, generally, why do you make the last suggestion? For the 
purpose of the record, are those the tankers that the Navy is now 
taking bids on, that we authorized, the so-called 20 tankers to be 
chartered by the MSTS? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir; 15 to be built by private and 5 by the Gov- 
ernment. 

Senator Magnuson. Generally speaking, that would not reduce 
the MSTS tanker fleet. It would mean that some of their tankers 
would be put into the reserve fleet in lieu of using the new tankers, if 
and when they are built. 

Mr. Sauiru. That’s right. 

Senator Macnuson. And what do you mean by the “50-50 law has 
already had an impact on the MSTS fleet’’? 

Mr. Smrra. Well, in the case of the tankers it caused a reduction 
in the fleet to some extent, probably not as much as anticipated yet, 
but it has reduced it to some extent. 

Senator Magnuson. Now, Mr. Coolidge is charged with the 
responsibility, I understand, into all the reports as they affect the 
Defense Department? 

Mr. Suira. That’s right. 

Senator Macnuson. Do you contemplate plans to break down 
these reports as they affect, for instance, the subject of transportation? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. The transportation report, as one example, will 
be first handled through my office. After we receive the comments 
of these three services we will then analyze the material and turn it 
over to, finally, Secretary Wilson’s office and then, | believe, into 
Mr. Coolidge’s hands. 

Senator Maanuson. I know this might also be a general answer, 
but when do you contemplate that these recommendations will be 
ready for submission? 

Mr. Smiru. I think as far as my office is concerned they ought to 
be ready within the next 30 days. 

Senator Maanuson. Next 30 days. And how long it would take 
Mr. Coolidge to analyze them—of course, you would not have any- 
thing to do with that. 

Mr. Smitu. No, I would not. 

Senator Magnuson. But you feel that you can get at this matter 
quite expeditiously? 

Mr. Smirn. We are at it already. 

Senator Magnuson. Now, there are some transportation subjects 
in two other reports. I suppose you will handle these, too? 

Mr. Smiru. We will handle those. They will probably be handled 
by some other director, but we will pass upon them. 


65811—55——-2 








6 MILITARY SEA TRANSPORTATION SERVICE (MSTS) 


Senator Magnuson. And you also within a short time will pass 
those on to Mr. Coolidge? 

Mr. Smiru. We are working on all of them right now. 

Senator MaGnuson. Thank you, Mr. Smith, and I appreciate your 
coming up here on this matter. 

I might say to you, Mr. Smith, that at the time we contemplated 

calling this hearing, we were not cognizant either of the final recom- 
mendations of the Hoover report on transportation. We were only 
cognizant of many of the problems that probably led up to the 
Hoover task force making these recommendations. 
But since we conte mplated the hearmg this report has been finalized 
an! came down. And I can appreciate that you do need some time, 
in view of something new being added in the way of a Hoover Com- 
mission report. 

Now, Mr. Mayer, I believe is here. Bob, we would like to hear 
from you. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. MAYER, PACIFIC AMERICAN 
STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 


I think, Mr. Mayer, that you will understand the implications of 
the statement I just made regarding the fact that this hearing was 
set prior to the time the Hoover Commission reports were finalized. 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. As I was about to say, in 
connection with our appearance here, we were given to understand 
that in view of the issuance of additional reports, the Department of 
Defense had indicated a desire to ask fer a postponement of the full 
hearings. And for that reason we have not prepared ourselves to go 
into the full subjec t. 

What we would like to do mainly, however, is to ask the committee’s 
consideration not for S. 822, which is the bill now postponed for full 
hearings, but rather to give some consideration to action during this 
session on 8. 2286, a copy of which we attach. 

Senator Maanuson. Yes. S. 822, of course, is the bill which I 
introduced, which approaches the problem in a general, broad way. 

Mr. Mayer. That’s right. 

Senator MaGnuson. In other words, it merely says in simple lan- 
guage that if private shipping is available—— 

Mr. Mayer. That’s right. 

Senator Maanuson. If some space is available that Government 
goods should move on private lines. And that is a bill which we have 
had pending for some time. 

I might say publicly that it is a bill that we can pass, I think, any 
time we wish. But we were hoping that this matter would be resolved 
without the passing of legislation, whereas S. 2286 deals with a specific 
problem of transportation, which I think you are going to address 
yourself to now. 

Mr. Mayer. That’s right. S. 2286 would permit the utilization of 
private shipping space for privately owned automobiles of personnel 
of the Armed Forces and civilian employees of the Department of 
Defense and of the Departme nts of the Navy, Army, and Air Force. 

Our feeling on S. 2286 is that it will remove the prohibition and that 
it might be considered advisable by the Department of Defense itself, 
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in order to at least permit increased elasticity in their operations, 
although, of course, we do not presume to speak for them. 

The removal of the prohibition would still leave the allocation or 
routing of the vehicles a matter within the discretion of the Military 
Sea Transportation Service. 

We point to the privately owned vehicle situation today as merely 
one area where, contrary to general policy, it is impossible for MSTS 
at this time to encourage and support private operation with this type 
of traffic. They are simply bound by the statute and cannot move 
and cannot exercise any judgment in that field. 

If the prohibition were removed, then, in their judgment and 
depending upon the circumstances, they would have more freedom of 
action with regard to such cargoes. 

Senator Magnuson. How are all these automobiles moved now? 
All on MSTS? 

Mr. Mayer. All moved on MSTS. 

Senator Magnuson. And S. 2286 would merely leave it discre- 
tionary with the Secretary of Defense? 

Mr. Mayer. That’s right. 

Senator MaGnuson. Now, I may suggest right here to Mr. Smith, 
the Department of Defense has not reported yet on S. 2286. 

Mr. Smitru. That’s right. 

Senator Magnuson. We have suggested that you make a report to 
us. And I think if you can expedite that report, which deals with a 
specific problem on transportation, the committee would appreciate it. 

Mr. SmitH. We will do that, Mr. Chairman. And I might say 
that we are in sympathy with the bill in principle, and we are prepar- 
ing another bill, which is a little broader than this one. And if the 
committee could delay action on this one until we can get the other 
one in—— 

Senator MaGnuson. Yes. I think there are some other segments 
of transportation that could be involved, but this was the one that 
stuck out more than any of them. 

We would appreciate it if you could get that bill up as soon as 
possible, because we are in the ninth inning up here. 

Mr. Situ. All right. 

Senator Maanuson. I might say this: I think—this is only my 
personal opinion—TI think that maybe even you and Mr. Mayer and 
the rest of you may agree, that this one matter relating to automobiles 
may be a great help in alleviating this most recent criticism, that about 
some of this controve rsy that is occurring. 

Mr. Mayer. If it could be handled in this session it might help to 
alter the picture. The only other thing that we would like to do here 
before the committee is just present a very brief outline of the activi- 
ties of the private operators and MSTS. I have it here in a subsequent 
statement. 

The first part of the picture is in table A. Without taking the time 
of vour necessarily examining it now, it shows that 44 perc ent of the 
total cargoes controlled by MSTS in 1954, fiscal year, moved on 
Government-owned or controlled vessels out of California--55 per- 
cent moved on privately owned or controlled vessels. 

Senator Maanuson. Incidentally, I am going to have something to 
say about that, too, later on. 
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Mr. Mayer. During 1954, we—while we don’t have figures which 
are comparable on a fiscal basis, we do have figures during the first 8 
months of 1954 which we prepared and furnished to the Hoover 
Commission at their request, which showed that the private operators 
could have lifted an additional 115,000 tons a month. 

The total tonnage handled in the NSA and chartered vessels by 
MSTS is 82,000 a month. That is shown on table A and B together 
in this statement, showing a general picture that more space was 
offered than used. The general picture presented in table B is that 
the privately owned and controlled vessels offered to lift 2.2 million 
tons for the 8-month period; were allocated 1.3 million tons; and that 
there were 923,000 tons of space offered to MSTS that were not 
accepted. 

Table C attached hereto is a similar presentation for the first 6 
months of 1955. We do not have the 1955 picture complete, but we 
submit it to you in the form of table C, which indicates that we now 
have about 100,000 tons per month over and above which is being 
utilized and which we are offering. In other words, we are offering 
100,000 tons of space per month which is not utilized. 

Senator MaGcnuson. How does that work practically? Suppose a 
Government cargo is shipped, say, from the Middle West to Alameda. 
It lands there on the dock. Is there always available space in front 
of the MSTS office there? 

Mr. Mayer. That is the comment that I wanted to make next, 
that a mere statement by the industry of the fact that it offered X 
tons of space that were not used—a mere statement to that effect is 
not a fair picture because it implied without explanation, that MSTS 
always has available with respect to the time of the opening of the 
space a designation of cargo that could fill the space. 

And we don’t mean to imply in presenting our table C on our 1955 
picture that MSTS could have used the full 100,000 tons per month. 
As we say in the statement, that the whole picture can come into 
sharper focus when your hearings resume. We hope that the com- 
mittee can get from MSTS a full statement of exactly what their 
cargoes were during the same fiscal year. 

Senator MaGcnuson. I am a little more concerned with the liaison. 
Say the quartermaster must be able to project for a 60-day or what- 
ever period, must project what is coming into a given loading facility. 
And then what I would like to know is what is the liaison? Suppose 
they have 100,000 tons coming in on a certain week in July. 

Surely your industry would know in a pretty detailed way what 
space is available during that week long before the goods arrive. 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, we would. We have a specific machinery for 
that which we have worked out with MSTS. And I might say that it 
works quite well, both on the part of MSTS and the industry. I don’t 
think either MSTS or the industry is entirely happy with the ability 
to project, but we are working hard on it; and the period of notice is 
one point in which we haven’t solved all of our seohlennn: but progress 
is being made. 

Senator Macnuson. Well, you have that liaison, I know, with MSTS 
on cargo space, but does MSTS have liaison with the quartermaster, 
say. 

Mr. Mayer. I'll have to let MSTS answer that. 
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Senator MaGnuson. I think it might be important, because one 
week you’d have all kinds of sailings, out of Alameda or Seattle or Los 
Angeles, and MSTS might be willing to put that tonnage on a private 
ship but maybe the stuff did not come in that week, or maybe the 
quartermaster did not keep MSTS well enough informed. 

Mr. Mayer. That is, of course, important to the ability of using the 
private vessel. 

Senator MaGcnuson. I know MSTS and the shipping people have 
had a fairly good liaison between themselves. 

Mr. Maysr. Very good. 

Senator MaGnuson. But MSTS is merely a transportation unit, 
and they are told to deliver certain cood to certain places. 

Mr. Mayer. In conclusion, we simply want to state to the commit 
tee that between now and the time of the holding of full hearings, the 
industry will be studying this entire subject further. 

In order that the committee can fully evaluate the question befo: 
it under S. 822, both from the viewpoint of material supplied by the 
Department of Defense and by the industry, it is hoped that the 
industry may have available to it at that time the type of information 
in table A brought up to date as closely as possible to the date of the 
resumption of the hearings. 

In other words, if by the time the hearings are resumed we can 
have available a full picture of the 1955 MSTS vessel utilization by 
type of vessel and type of cargo, then the information that we have 
can be given to the committee along with it, and you can make your 
best possible evaluation. 

It may be that MSTS might feel that that sort of information 
should be given to the committee rather than to the industry. If 
that, of course, is the conclusion of the committee, that is agreeable 
to us, because after all, the committee is the one that will make the 
evaluation. 

Senator Maanuson. How many automobiles are moved a year? 
Do you know offhand? 

Mr. Mayer. No, I don’t. 

Senator MaGnuson. Mr. Smith, do you know offhand? 

Mr. Smiru. I have heard the figure just recently, but I can’t recall 
what it was. 

Mr. Mayer. | think this is it. 

Mr. SmitrnH. It was quite a large number. 

Senator MaGanuson. I think Mr. Mayer has it here. 

Mr. Mayer. Well, in the Pacific we had 18,700 in fiseal 1954. 

Senator Maanuson. 18,000 automobiles? 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, sir; 1,500 privately owned vehicles per month 
in the Pacific in 1954. What that is of the total I am unable to say. 

Senator Maenuson. Well, the Hoover Report says that—if I read 
this fine print right here—in 1954 there were over a million auto- 
mobiles. 

Mr. Mayer. Then I’m not looking at the right figures. 

Senator Magnuson. And 860,000 plus in 1955—I mean first 9 
months of fiscal 1955—860,224. These fellows in the Pacific aren’t 
ridihg very well. Of course, there are not many roads on Okinawa 
or in Korea. 

Mr. Mayer. Does the material that you are reading not show the 
division of the Pacific and the Atlantic? 
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Mr. Peuuierint. Table Y on page 199. 

Mr. Mayer. That’s the measurement tons and you have to divide 
that by 14 to get to the number of automobiles. 

Mr. Smiru. On page 21 of the Hoover Commission Report it 
shows the number of automobiles in fiscal 1954 to be 71,667. 

Senator MaGnuson. I have the tons. Mine is measurement tons, 
1 million measurement tons; 71,667, you say? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes, sir. The Army moved 25,000, the Air Force 
23,000, the Navy 12,000, and the Marine Corps 652. 

Mr. Mayer. My figure of 18,700 for fiscal 1954 is about correct 
in it. 

Senator MaGnuson. I was reading the measurement tons. 

Mr. Mayer. You have to divide that by 14. In other words, we 
had 209,000 in California and 52,000 from Oregon and Washington, 
about 18,000 cars outbound from 

Senator MacGnuson. Well, ultimately, all have to come _ back. 
No, when I was in the war they didn’t come back. You could sell 
them for more than you could bring them home for. 

Mr. Mayer. The return is somewhat under 50 percent. 

Senator MaGcnuson. I think that might be interesting: How many 
are being sold over there? The return is how much less? 

Mr. Mayer. 614,000 tons outbound and 354,000 tons inbound. 
So it’s a little bit higher than half coming back. Less than half in 
certain areas and more than half in others. 

Senator Maanuson. And I think it might be interesting, too, 
in these things, to find out how long they are kept there. That is, the 
average tour of duty would be 18 months to 2 vears, or 

Mr. Mayer. Something like that. 

Senator Macnuson. Or 24 months or 3 years—could go up to 3 
years. 

Mr. Mayer. We have just one final brief comment, and that is that 
with respect to the overall implications of S. 822, the domestic services 
still have the recommendations of the Hoover Commission Report 
under consideration and hope to have a position to offer you at the 
time of the resumption of the hearings. 

However, at this time I am authorized to state for them that they 
do favor the revocation by the Interstate Commerce Commission of 
exemption granted by that body as a war measure in 1942 from the 
prohibition in section 302 (e) of the Interstate Commerce Act against 
operation by the Government of privately owned chartered vessels 
in the intercoastal trade. 

This does not require legislative action and we simply offer it as 
a matter of information. We did file a brief on July 1, 1955, with 
the ICC. 

In other words, it would permit them only—the terms in the act 
escape me for the moment, but it would prevent the charter by the 
Government of the privately owned vessels in the intercoastal trade. 

The ICC opened the subject again on its own motion, and we and 
other branches of the industry filed a brief on July 1 with them. 

Senator Maenuson. Mr. Smith, just for the information of the 
committee, who can transport an automobile in the armed serviées? 
I mean, can anyone who has one and wants it transported? 

Mr. Smiru. No, it’s confined to certain rank; and I have forgotten 
what that is. I’m not so sure. 
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Senator Maanuson. Well, I presume a private can’t do it. What 
about a corporal? Have you issued an order for—— 

Mr. Smirn. Some of the men in the back say that privates can, on 
a change—— 

Senator Macnuson. On a permanent change of station I think is 
the criteria. 

Mr. Situ. That is right. 

Senator Magnuson. We have had the matter up on household 
goods in the same way. Is there any difference between the house- 
goods and automobiles as to whether it goes on MSTS or privately 
owned shipping, or both? 

Mr. Smitu. No, I don’t believe there is, Mr. Chairman. I will 
check that. 

Senator MaGnuson. As I recall it you can ship household goods 
any way you wish, private or get Government space if it’s available. 

And you are limited to so much tonnage, are you not, on house- 
hold goods? 

Mr. Perrin. Yes, you are limited on the tonnage. 

Senator Macnuson. But that also, I think, must be on a perma- 
nent change of station. 

Mr. Smuitru. That’s right. Now the household goods, the amount 
to be shipped by the various types, various a of military per- 
sonnel is graded. The maximum—lI think it was provided in the 
appropriation act of last year and I think ¥ was carried forward 
this year—of around 11 to 12 thousand. 

Senator Maanuson. We had that in the appropriation. 

Mr. Situ. That’s right, in the appropriation. 

Senator Magnuson. Well, it seems to me that you might well 
tackle this automobile thing right away, because if other shipments 
can be made within the discretion of the Secretary of Defense, or 
within the discretion of the person shipping, there is no reason why 
automobiles should be tied down to MSTS. 

Mr. Mayer. That is right. 

Senator Magnuson. In my opinion—that is why I introduced 
the bill—there may be some reason, but I could not see it. And 
that is a lot of tonnage for private shipping. 

Mr. Mayer. In closing, we would like to say that the operators on 
the Pacific coast are appreciative of the cooperation that we have had 
from MSTS and its understanding of the problem of the private 
operator. 

We believe that there has been a marked increase in the past 2 
years in the relationship between MST and industry and in MSTS 
broadening of its understanding of the problems of the operator who 
is trying to offer a regularly scheduled service. 

We want to assure MSTS and the committee of our continued 
desire to cooperate 100 percent with that service in the discharge 
of its very important defense obligations. 

Senator Magnuson. I want to ask one more question: Maybe we 
can resolve one of these problems very quickly before we leave here. 

Government-owned vehicles being shipped would be subject to the 
general provision of space being available, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Mayer. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. And we are ‘speaking now of privately owned 
vehicles of Government personnel? 








~~ 
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Mr. Mayer. That’s right. 

Senator MaGnuson. There is a difference? 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, there is an interpretation by, I think General 
Counsel for Defense to the effect that 10 United States Code $25, 
which was an act of October 29, 1949, allows handling only in Gov- 
ernment ships. 

It is admitted, I think, in all circles, that the purpose of the statute 
was to give the privilege to the Government employee of having his 
automobile transported and the statute says, ‘‘they may be trans- 
ported in Government vessels,’ and unfortunately the last language 
has been interpreted that they may only be transported in Govern- 
ment ship 

Senator Maanuson. Does the Government pay the full cost? 

Mr. Mayer. I can’t answer that. 

Mr. Smiru. MSTS. They do not. 

Senator Maanuson. I understand that. That would be a book- 
keeping writeoff to the Department. But the individual pays nothing, 
whether it goes privately or on MSTS. 

Mr. Smiru. That’s right. 

Senator Maanuson. And the MSTS would be a writeoff. They 
charge you, do they not, for space, and you write that off? 

Mr. Smirx. That would be a bookkeeping operation, yes. 

Senator Maanuson. But the individual pavs nothing. 

Mr. Smirx. No. That is confined largely to the military. 

Senator MaGgnuson. Yes. Now, can anyone who has had a per- 
manent change of station just come down and say “I want my auto- 
mobile sent’’? 
biles? 

Mr. Smirx. No. 

Senator Macnuson. He can only have 1, or can he send 5 if he 
wants to? 

Mr. Smite. Oh. I think it’s limited to 1, but anybody can take 1. 
Senator Maanuson. Anybody can take an automobile no matter 
where they go? 

Mr. Smiru. I think the territory—certain territories are restricted 
as to where the military personnel can take their automobiles, as well 
as their families. 

Senator Maanuson. I mean, I am talking about areas which are 
open. 

Mr. Perrin. Where it is open, yes. 

Senator MaGnuson. They would not even necessarily want their 
automobiles if they were in one of those areas where they couldn’t 
take their families, too. 

I think we can break down that tonnage. The average is 1% weight 
tons per—vou said 14? 

Mr. Mayer. One-and-a-half weight tons by about 14 measurement 
tons. It is definitely balloon cargo. 

Senator MaGnuson. It is what we call low-density cargo. 

Mr. Mayer. That is right. 

Senator Magnuson. And if you get enough of it you have to get a 
lot. of cargo down below to ballast? 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, sir. 


Is there any restriction as to the number of automo- 


asides 
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Senator Magnuson. What about the docker’s charge for getting 
the automobile aboard? Do they just roll them aboard, or hoist 
them? 

Mr. Mayer. Well, they go over the side of the ship, of course. 
Some are crated and some are not. 

Now, | wonder if | might 

Senator MaGnuson. Do you want to put the whole statement in 
the record? 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, sir. And if | may I would like to add that this 
statement is made on behalf of American Mail, American President, 
Matson, Isthmian, States, States Marine and Waterman. 

(The statement referred to is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF RopertT EF. Mayer, Pacitric AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in connection with our planned 
appearance here, we were given to understand that because of a feeling on the 
part of the Department of Defense that more time is needed by their people to 
examine the just published General Accounting Office audit report concerning 
operations of Military Sea Transportation Service, Pacific, plus possibly some 
further time for study of other recent reports on the Military Sea Transportation 
Service operation, we have not prepared ourselves to go into the entire field of 
Military Sea Transportation Service operation as it relates to commercial steam- 
ship operation on the Pacific. 

There are many fields that might be covered in a full seale hearing on the entire 
subject. They go to such things as allocation, method of allocation, extent of 
notice, Defense Department policy, interdepartmental agreements, and various 
other matters touching the relationship between Military Sea Transportation 
Service and the commercial operator. 

We are not going to go into these subjects at this time, but merely wanted to 
offer these few brief comments to the committee. 

1. Privately owned vehicles (S. 2286) 

While we understand that delay of the hearings on 8. 822 will mean that there 
will be no legislation in that area during the current session of the Congress, we 
do feel that the committee might give consideration to action during this session 
on 8. 2286, copy of which is attached hereto, and which would permit the utiliza- 
tion of private shipping space for privately owned automobiles of personnel of 
the Armed Forces and civilian employees of the Department of Defense and of the 
Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

We had felt that the removal of the prohibition might be considered advisable 
by the Department of Defense in order to at least permit of increased elasticity 
in their operations. The removal of the prohibition would still leave the allo- 
cation or routing of the vehicles a matter within the discretion of the Military 
Sea Transportation Service. We noint to the privately-owned vehicle situation 
today as merely one area where, contrary to general policy, it is impossible for 
MSTS at this time to encourage and support private operation with this tvpe 
of traffic. If the prohibition were removed, then, in their judgment and depending 
upon the circumstances, they would have more freedom of action with regard to 
such eargoes. If this issue is one not involving such controversy as to make 
handling in this session impossible, we urge that the committee report the bill out. 
2. S. 822—1954 space experience 

There is submitted herewith a table which we have labeled table A, which 
has been prepared by us on the basis of information in the March 1955 report by 
the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government. 

This is merely offered to the committee at this time to give them a general 
picture in the Pacific of what the total amount of MSTS cargoes were, and how 
those cargoes were allocated to various types of ships. 

Briefly, as indicated at the bottom of the table, there was allocated to the 
Government-owned or controlled vessel a total of 1.9 million measurement tons 
or 44 percent of all the cargoes outbound from California. To the privately 
owned and controlled vessel, roughly 55 percent was allocated. The picture is 
similar for Oregon and Washington, and the coastal average is close to that. 
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We now refer to table B, attached hereto, which consists of figures compiled 
entirely by the industry from actual space offered to MSTS, space utilized by 
MSTS, and space offered though not used. This covers a slightly different 
period, being the first 8 months of 1954. Thus, while not precisely comparable 
to table A, it does provide a general picture. 

The general picture presented in table B is that the privately owned and con- 
trolled vessels offered to lift 2.2 million tons for the 8-month period; were allocated 
1.3 million tons; and that there were 923,000 tons of space offered to MSTS but 
not used by that agency 

Thus, subject to qualifications which will be mentioned following a discussion 
of the next table, privately owned and controlled berth vessels for an 8-month 
period in 1954 could have lifted 923,000 tons or 115,000 tons per month over and 
above that allocated to them. 

Table C, attached hereto, is a similar presentation for the first 6 months of 1955. 
It shows that the berth vessels offered 1.2 million tons of space, that 759,000 tons 
of space were used, and that 490,000 tons of space were not used. Thus, the 
privately owned and controlled vessel in the Pacific could have lifted an additional 
81,000 tons per month. 

A part of the difference between the additional capacity of the private lift in 
tables B and C is the fact that table B comprises the total of 10 lines involved, 
whereas table C comprises figures from only 8 lines. We ask permission of the 
committee to allow us to submit figures for the other two lines within the next 
several days, when we are confident that they will be available. We believe that 
the general picture presented as of today will be about the same as in 1954 that is, 
that in the Pacific the private berth could lift about100,000 tons of MSTS cargoes 
in addition to the amount presently allocated. 

As stated at the outset, because it is understood that this will not be a full 
hearing on the subject, and because we simply want to present a general picture, 
we are not at this time making any specific recommendations based upon the 
figures submitted. The figures are necessarily subject to some qualification be- 
cause certain information is lacking. The figures in both tables B and C do not 
necessarilv imply that in the case of each and every measurement ton offered but 
not used MSTS could have accomplished 100 percent utilization. This is because 
a mere showing of space offered but not utilized does not necessarily mean that 
in every case MSTS had cargoes available from the standpoint of destination and 
time of offering. To bring into sharper focus or more clear definition the precise 
amount of additional private shipping space that MSTS may have used, it will 
be necessary at some future time to have presented to the committee, for com- 
parison with industry figures, such MSTS figures as will allow a more accurate 
measurement of available cargo against space offered. 


3. Continued study 


In conclusion, we simply want to state to the committee that between now and 
the time of the holding of full hearings, the industry will be studying this entire 
subject further. In order that the committee can fully evaluate the question be- 
fore it under S. 822, both from the viewpoint of material supplied by the Depart- 
ment of Defense and by the industry, it is hoped that the industry may have 
available to it at that time the type of information in table A brought up to date 
as closely as possible to the date of resumed hearings in January of next year. 
In other words, if in January of next year the industry can have available to it 
a full picture from the Military Sea Transportation Service records of their utiliza- 
tion in 1955 of various types of vessels according to types of cargoes, as already 
shown in table A for last year, then, with industry-compiled figures on actual 
space offered to MSTS, the committee can determine what percentage of the 
total MSTS cargo requirement can be handled by the private ship. 

It may be that the committee or MSTS might feel that such information, as 
previously supplied to the Hoover Commission in table A, should be supplied by 
MSTS to vour committee rather than to the industry. If that were the com- 
mittee’s view, the industry would, of course, be agreeable to that since the com- 
parison and evaluation is in the province of the committee in any event. 


4. Domestic services 
In connection with the domestic services, I might add that those lines on the 
Pacific coast still have the recommendations in the Hoover Commission report 
under consideration, and will have a position to offer at the resumed hearings. 
At this time, however, I am authorized to state for them that they do favor the 
revocation by the Interstate Commerce Commission of exemption granted by 
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that body as a war measure in 1942 from the prohibition in section 302 (e) of the 
Interstate Commerce Act against operation by the Government of privately 





owned chartered vessels in the intercoastal trace. This is an a¢ministrative 
decisik n for the Interstate Con merce Commis ! i ad we file 1 pore f wit! the 
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Commission on July 1, 1955, in connection with Ex Par 

















action is required on this particular pl ase of the Comestie pi 

We appreciate this opportunity to offer this brief picture to vour committee 
and appreciate its interest in the important public policy question involved in 
S. $22 Che industry on the Pacifie coast is appreciative of the cooperation of 
the Militarv Sea Transportation Service and its understanding of the problems 
of the private operator, and we desire to take this opportunity to assure vour 
committee and Military ‘ransportation Service of the private carriers’ con- 
tinued determination to cooperate with the Militarv Sea Transportation Service 


in the discharge of its most vital defense responsibility. 


[S. 2286, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


4 BILL To amend the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 so as to provide for the utilization of privately owned 
hipping services in connection with the transportation of privately owned motor 
personnel of the Department of Defens¢ 





Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 901 of the Merchant Marine Act of 


1936 is amended by inserting ‘‘(a\” after “Sec. 901.’’; and (2) adding at the end 
thereof a new subsection as follows: 
“(b) (1) That notwithstanding any other provision of law, privately owned 


American shipping services may be utilized for the transportation at Government 


expense of motor vehicles owned by personnel of the Armed Forces and by civilian 


emplovees of the Department of Defense and of the Departments of the Army, 
the Navy and the Air Force on other than temporary duty orders, except that 
nothing contained herein shall be construed to authorize the inland transportation 
of any motor vehicle within the United States. The Secretary of Defense may by 
regulations authorize such transportation by commercial means if availa)le at 
reasonable rates and conditions or by Government means on a space available 
basis, and shall limit such transportation to one vehicle for the personal use of 
each authorized persou. Transportation other than by water (unless in an 
overseas area as a part of a move involving transportation by water) shall not be 
authorized except upon approval in advance of the Secretary of Defense or such 
other officials as he may designate.”’ 
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TaBLE B.—Recapitulation—Transpacifie westbound service, January through 
August 1954 (outbound from Pacific coast United States ports) 


[Measurement tons] 


| MSTS space utilization 
| Total sail- | Total capac- 





Line ings ity | . ; 
‘ Offered Used Not used 
| | 
| (1) (2) | (3) (4) | (5) 
| | | 
—|- |- 
A Gh cxtenies i-8 ; 28 | 308, 000 193, 000 112, 146 80, 854 
ar plddscivdad. Pi 56 | 339, 000 117, 000 108, 000 9, 000 
Cc : a tbbbilni bbe albu 18 | 311, 200 129, 100 57, 633 71, 467 
D ea 5 Dowiis wacaieta al 24 | 356, 200 133, 500 56, 160 77, 340 
E ; ; ‘ : 106 1, 035, 850 714, 100 421, 661 292, 439 
EASY — : 15 | 146, 204 | 70, 500 55, 877 | 14, 623 
a = sibah oodiits i 7 | 84, 000 | 56, 000 2 28, 061 
Dev thwsns diame octees lease ace 82 861, 000 | 127, 100 95, 312 | 31, 788 
Dip triers zit Aceutsax wiewane, 19 998° 000 | 172, 200 123, 100 | 49, 100 
Mitd, Jacetvetidygbetnibsuneih ahd sebaoue 55 | 1, 028, 900 | 532, 750 264, 164 | 268, 586 
WE rtd dike eteec alates 410 | 4, 698, 354 2, 245, 250 1, 321, 992 | 923, 258 





TaBLE C.—Recapitulation—Transpacifie westbound service, January through June 
1955 (outbound from Pacific coast United States ports) 


(Measurement tons] 


MSTS space utilization MSTS space utilization 
toe ee CE ee sl 
Line Offered Used | Not used || Line Offered Used Not used 
| | | 
} it | 
. 1. Mbanhssie-call ii, ae (3) 
niaisacasemacensianaietie ms ita aN ae ea aan i beatae ; 
PATEL ee 57,500 | 38, 836 | 18, 664 || G___ 2 109, 900 46,223 | 62, 576 
DiLs.taceiiics. | 623, 600 338, 207 285, 393 || H 1 Se Leu 40, 500 27, 300 | 13, 200 
ccuheanavdenaees 94, 200 61, 296 32, 274 || J ew bainb a dpnbabpisee 
SP acituah esti ts 147, 700 114, 572 33, 138 || K 
CENTERS 57,535 | 45, 298 12, 237 || ; 
iit -3 98. 0 121, 300 87, 611 33, 689 || Total._...-| 1,252,235 | 759,973 491, 171 


Senator MaGnuson. Well, if there is nothing further we will dis- 
continue these hearings to resume on another date. But I hope that 
the Defense Department will take a quick look at S. 2286, because I 
do think that that might help solve some of the problems and some of 
the justifiable—not necessarily complaints, but some of the justifiable 
statements that have caused some of this controversy. 
we And then we also have the question of passengers. But that does 
not go as deep as cargo, because our merchant marine passenger space 
is not as great as we would like to have it under the American flag. 
There is nothing shipped foreign in this case at all, is there? Suppos- 
ing a fellow wanted to have an automobile sent to a part of the world 
where there is no American-flag line service. 

Mr. Situ. It would have to go on MSTS. 

Mr. Perrin. It would not go if not on MSTS. 

Senator Maanuson. Suppose there are just two cars. Must 
MSTS take that jaunt to deliver those two cars? You wait until it 
goes there anyway. 

Mr. Smiru. Available space. 

Senator Macnuson. Thank you, Mr. Smith and you, Mr. Mayer. 
And thank you all for coming. The Chair wishes to apologize for 
not having a full hearing on this matter, but I do think the request 
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of the Defense Department, in view of the new statements, is a justi- 
fiable request. And J hope we can get at this matter very soon. 
Thank you, very much. 
At this point there will be included in the record a letter from 
Miles D. Ke nnedy, director of public relations, American Legion, 
dated July 12, 1955, presenting a statement by Mr. Henry C. Parke, 


chairman of de merchant marine committee of the American Legion, 
in connection with the matter before this hearing. 


(The letter and statement are as follows:) 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS, 
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Subcommittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the Senate Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee, The Capitol, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MaGnuson: Referring to the hearings now being conducted by 
the Subcommittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the Senate Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee in connection with the bills 8S. 2286 and S. 822, I 
enclose several copies of testimony of Mr. Henry C. Parks, chairman of the Mer- 
chant Marine Committee of The American Legion on this legislation. 

I would appreciate it very much if your subcommittee would be good enough to 
give consideration to Mr. Parke’s testimony during your deliberations on these 
bills and also have his statement. incorporated in the record of the hearings. 

Thanking you for your courtesy and consideration and with kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Mires D. KEenNnNeEpy, Director. 


STATEMENT OF Henry C. Parke, CHAIRMAN, MERCHANT MARINE COMMITTEE, 
THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, on behalf of the national 
organization of the American Legion, may I express to you our sincere thanks and 
appreciation for permitting us to be heard in connection with the two important 
legislative matters before you—S. 2286 and 8S. 822. 

Since the bills concern themselves with similar matters, I have elected to extend 
my remarks to reflect full. American Legion support to both bills. I trust that 
this treatment will not tend to minimize, in your minds, the importance which we 
place on them. 

The American Legion’s interest in the merchant marine stems from shortly 
after World War I. Therefore, America’s merchant ships and the indispensable 
tasks they perform daily are not something new and momentarily fascinating to 
the American Legion. With the experience of two World Wars and the Korean 
conflict as our guide, we, as veterans, know full we'll the vital role played by 
America’s merchant marine. As a result of the lessons we have learned about the 
American merchant marine, Legionnaires for over three decades have urged upon 
the Congress of the United States and Federal administrative agencies, the neces- 
sity of adopting and administering sound, well-balanced policies, which will keep 
the merchant fleet strong and, in turn, bolster our national defense. 

As recently as the 1954 national ‘convention of the American Legion, our 
national organization reiterated its belief in the importance of an available, 
modern American merchant marine and recommended policies and procedures 
which would strengthen our “fourth arm of defense.’’? Our position, as regards 
competition between Government-owned merchant ships and privately owned 
merchant ships, is contained in objective No. 9 of Resolution No. 499, which states: 
‘‘Withdraw ships operated by Government agencies: from services where private 
ships can provide adequate ocean transportation.’”’ As you are aware, Con- 
gressional approval of the 2 bills before you will lend themselves to accomplishing 
this recommendation. 

While I am certain you gentlemen have, in past and present hearings on 
merchant marine matters, been favored with literally volumes of arguments 
favoring a strong American merchant marine, I ask your indulgence so that I 
might reflect some of those reasons which we, in the American Legion. believe are 
important. 
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The American Legion is primarily interested in the ability of our merchant 
marine, to’capably perform its assigned mission in the event of armed conflict. 
However, we are also cognizant of the important role American vessels play in 
this Nation’s peacetime economy—realizing the importance of this phase in the 
Communists’ strategy for world conquest. If we are to rely on American merchant 
marine vessels to transport men and material in any future conflict, it must, 
like civil defense and the Armed Forces, receiye the continuing peacetime support 
of the Congress, industry, and the people. 

It is unwise practice to seuttle the merchant marine, both in shipbuilding and 
support, in peacetime and then suddenly, in an emergency, call upon and expect 
a modern merchant marine to be on hand. You gentlemen, above all, realize the 
time and money which is consumed in a hurried shipbuilding program—-a program 
which has been necessary to embark upon twice in the last 80-odd years because 
of this country’s failure to make peacetime preparations. This Nation dares not 
allow our merchant marine to approach disuse and decay on the ground that we can 
trust to luck in meeting our next emergency as we did both in World Wars I 
and II. In this atomic age, if general war should unfortunately occur, despite our 
patient and intense efforts to prevent it, there will not be time to resurrect a 
merehant marine. 

This Nation was fortunate in the last two major conflicts in having a grace 
period to gear our people and industry toward war. Val Peterson, Administrator 
of the Federal Civil Defense Administration, estimates that this so-called grace 
period in the next war will be 6 hours at best. He has expressed a sincere belief 
that, should world war III start, the United States will bear the brunt of the 
initial attack. Between $30 and $35 billion are being spent annually by the 
United States to build and maintain the greatest peacetime military establishment 
this country has ever known. Still, at the same time, comparatively little regard 
is given the American merchant marine, which in the final analysis, will be called 
upon to transport this war machine to battle areas should war be thrust upon us, 

The wartime role played by the American merchant marine was clearly demon- 
strated in the recent Korean conflict. Every fighting man sent to Korea was 
accompanied by 5 tons of supplies, and it required 64 pounds of supplies and 
equipment every day to keep him there. The support of that involved the sea 
transportation of 54 million tons of dry cargo and 22 million tons of petroleum 
products from and within the Korean theater. Let us never forget that in time 
of war our merchant marine is a bridge of ships linking our defense plants with 
battlefronts. 

In supporting legislation which would strengthen the American merchant 
marine, the American Legion does not advocate full Government responsibility 
for the well-being of the merchant marine. Primarily, the merchant marine 
industry must, like other competitive businesses, plan and jnaugurate an aggres- 
sive promotional campaign which will capture a fair share of American import 
and export shipping. 

It seems the minimization of Government competition with private industry 
on scheduled routes is little enough consideration for such a vital defense arm as 
the American merchant marine. 

Congress, in the past, has recognized the importance of supporting the merchant 
marine industry in the form of oparating differential subsidies, the continuance 
of the Federal Maritime School, the 50-50 provision, shipbuilding assistance, ete. 
These, as you know, have all cor.tributed materially to the welfare of the maritime 
industry. Still, statistics reveal, many American vessels are idle from lack of 
work. Ship construction, in turn, is off while the Reserve Feet of World War II 
rapidly becomes obsolete, and large numbers of American ships are being trans- 
ferred abroad. 

The American Legion respectfully urges that this committee give favorable 
consideration to the two bills before it with the belief that such action would lend 
added and needed support to the American merchant marine. 





(Whereupon, at 11:35 a. m. the subcommittee was adjourned.) 

(A ‘memorandum from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, dated July 18, 1955, containing answers to questions arising 
during the hearing of July 12, is as follows:) 











20 MILITARY SEA TRANSPORTATION SERVICE (MSTS) 


OFFICE OF THE AssISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
SuppLy anpD LoaistTics, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 18, 1956. 
Memorandum for Mr. Perrin. 
Subject: Shipment of Household Goods and Privately Owned Automobiles Via 
Ocean Carriers. 

The following information is furnished in response to questions you asked on 
July 13, 1955: 

1. Question. Are there any oversea areas to which household goods may not 
be shipped? 

Answer. No. However, household goods are not normally shipped to Korea, 
Saigon, and Iceland. Restrictions on the entry of household goods into oversea 
areas are requested by area commanders when considered necessary because of 
limited housing accommodations, etc., and are removed when such action is 
warranted by changed conditions. 

2. Question. May household goods be shipped in privately owned, as well as 
Government, vessels? 

Answer. Yes, when space in Government vessels is not available or when 
space which is available will not meet the needs of the requiring service (pars. 
8053-1 and 2 of the Joint Travel Regulations, attached). 

3. Question. Who may have their household goods shipped at Government 
expense and how much may be shipped for them? 

Answer. A. Military: 

(1) Officers; warrant officers; enlisted personnel of grades E-7, E-6, E-5, and 
E-4; and aviation cadets (par 8001 of the Joint Travel Regulations, attached). 

(2) Weight allowances are indicated on the attached extract. from the Joint 
Travel Regulations. These are net weights, and 40 percent may. be added thereto 
for packing and crating for movement by water or land freight carriers. Also, 
there is a maximum net weight allowance of 11,000 pounds in the Department 
of Defense Appropriation Act. 

B. Civilian employees (Executive Order 9805): 

(1) With dependents: 
(a) 7,000 pounds, if uncrated. 
(b) 8,750 pounds, if crated. 
(2) Without dependents: 
(a) 2,500 pounds, if uncrated. 
(b) 3,125 pounds, if crated. 

4. Question. Who may have their automobiles shipped at Government expense, 
and how many automobiles may be shipped for each person? 

Answer. A. Officers; warrant officers; and enlisted personnel of grades E-7, 
E-—6, and E—5, also E—4 with more than 4 years’ service. In addition, enlisted 
personnel of grade E—4 with less than 4 years’ service and of grades E-3, E-2, and 
E-1 may have their automobiles shipped upon obtaining approval of the oversea 
commander. Automobiles which belonged to deceased personnel may also be 
shipped. 

B. One automobile may be shipped for each person authorized such transporta- 
tion. (Par. 3 of SR 55-160-21/AFR 75-59, attached, applies to the Army and 
the Air Force; the Navy has similar instructions in par. 29200 of BuSandA 
Manual.) 

RayMonp LYTLE. 


(Also ordered to be included in the record is a letter from Robert E. 
Mayer, president, Pacific American Steamship Association, with ref- 
erence to his testimony at the hearing. The letter follows:) 


Pacitric AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 13, 1955. 
te S. 822 and S. 2286. 


Hon. WarREN G. MaGNnuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washinaton 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan. It is respectfully requested that this letter be made a 
part of the record of the hearings before your committee on July 12, 1955, on the 
above bills. 

Since submission of our statement and tables attached thereto, my attention has 
been called to table A which divides the tabulation of vessel utilization in two 


Aen emanate 
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general categories entitled ‘‘Government Owned or Controlled’”’ and ‘Privately 
Owned and Controlled.” In the tabulation as shown, the allocation of cargoes to 
the first category is 44.3 percent and to the second 55. 7 percent. 

It has been suggested that in order to clarify precisely the presentation made 
by this table, it should be pointed out that the 15.5-percent utilization of time 
and voyage charter in, for instance, the California column is not of a Government- 
owned vessel, but of a privately owned vessel, a part of the American merchant 
marine, even though under charter to and thus control of the Government. 

Since this is true, it also follows that the figures would vary if the two major 
columns were headed merely “Government Owned” and ‘Privately Owned,” as 
they are so labeled in the Hoover Commission Report (table V, p. 195, Task 
Force Report). Under such a labeling, the percentages would be 28.8 percent in 
Goverrment-owned as against 71.2 percent in privately owned ships 

As stated in paragraph 2 of the statement filed with your committee, we had 
not prepared ourselves to go into the entire area of the relationship of the industry 
with Government at the July 12 hearings, since there has been a request for post- 
ponement from the Department of Defense, and similarly we have no further 
comment on the point at this time other than to bring to your attention thet the 
percentages of cargo allocation vary depending upon whether the criterion is 
ownership or control of the vessel. In the resumed hearings in the last session, 
your committee will undoubtedly be furnished with more information on this 
point. 

Again we would like to say that we appreciate the interest of your committee 
in this subject. While obviously no action can come this session on 8. 822, we 
do hope that 8. 2286 can be passed, so that in the half-year period between now 
and resumed hearings, the MSTS can at least be granted the discretion and 
elasticity of action on the vehicles involved that they already have on all other 
cargoes under their jurisdiction. 

Very truly yours, 
R. E. Mayer, President. 


(Following are reports from the Comptroller General concerning 
S. 822 and S. 2286, and a letter from the Treasury Department on 
S. 822:) 

CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
Washington 25, March 18, 1956. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

DreaR SENATOR MaGnuson: Reference is made to vour communication dated 
January 29, 1955, enclosing copies of 8. 825 and 8. 822, and requesting any com- 
ments we may care to offer concerning these proposed measures. The response 
herein applies to 8. 822; that regarding 8. 825 will be transmitted to you separately. 

Most overseas transportation of commodities and civilian personnel for the 
military services is handled by Military Sea Transportation Service (MSTS) 
which is organizationally placed in 'the Department of the Navy but is the unified 
entity charged with the ocean transportation requirements of the three military 
services. We believe that a considerable number of civilian personnel of the 
military services and probably a relatively small quantity of cargo moves over- 
seas by Military Air Transport Service but, since S. 822 is concerned with trans- 
portation by vessel, our comments here relate only the to operations of MSTS. 

The proposed legislation would place at the disposal of commercial shipping all 
commodities and civilian personnel destined to areas within the routes served by 
it, and limit MSTS to the residue beyond the capabilities of commercial shipping. 
Since most of the movements of MSTS are within or proximate to established 
trade routes of commercial shipping it would undoubtedly have the effect of 
reducing the MSTS fleet considerably, and require that some vessels be maintained 
by MSTS in standby for such movements as may be beyond the capacity of com- 
mercial shipping to handle. This situation would be in opposition to the stated 
position of the Department of Defense which contends that its responsibility for 
national defense requires that it have a military transportation organization in 
the form of skilled personnel and vessels in ready operating status under its 
direct control that would be (1) immediately available in an emergency, (2) 
capable of rapid expansion when necessary, and (c) able to fulfill military require- 
ments for supplies, equipment, and personnel for United States Armed Forces 
overseas that cannot be met by commercial shipping. It further contends that 
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such transportation organization must be a nucleus rather than a skeleton and, 
therefore, must handle enough of its total requirements to make it an efficient 
and economical operation. 

Thus, the basic issue in the proposed legislation, apart from the consideration 
of cost, is, on the one hand, the measure of control required bv the Military 
Establishment over transportation (through use of its own facilities) to assure 
adequate discharge of its responsibility for national defense and, on the other 
hand, the need of commercial.shipping:for the transportation» business of, the 
military services in order to maintain a stable merchant marine as an arm of 
defense. This issue is one of national policy for the determination of the Congress. 

In the matter of costs, it is not deemed practicable to attempt a comparison 
of the cost to the Government of transportation by commercial shipping to the 
full cost of operating MSTS facilities because substantial elements of cost are 
not recorded by MSTS. These include military pav and allowances, vessel 
depreciation, interest on cost, Panama Canal tolls, and many services rendered 
by other agencies without charge. 

Certain factual data and other factors which may be pertinent to consideration 
of the proposed legislation are contained in our Interim Report on Survey of 
Operations of Militarv Sea Transportation Service in Relation to the Commercial 
Shipping Industry. This report was submitted in July 1954 to a special subcom- 
mittee of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, House of Representa- 
tives, and was based on a survey made by the General Accounting Office at the 
reauest of the subcommittee. A copy of the report is enclosed. 

Further data relative to this survev may be found in the testimony by repre- 
sentatives of this Office before the same subcommittee in July 1954. 

We appreciate your referral of this pronosed measure to us for comment, and 
shall be pleased to give you or your committee any assistance that we can on this 
subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Washington 25, July 11, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MaGnuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CuarrRMan: Reference is made to your letter of June 22, 1955, 
requesting our comments concerning 8. 2286. 

The proposed legislation would authorize the ocean transportation, at Govern- 
ment expense, of motor vehicles owned by personnel of the Armed Forces and by 
civilian employees of the Department of Defense, on other than temporary duty 
orders, via (1) American commercial vessels at reasonable rates and conditions, 
or (2) Government-owned vessels on a space-available basis. 

This legislation would alter the present conditions governing the ocean trans- 
portation of such vehicles in two respects: 

1. Authorize the overseas shipment of vehicles owned by military personnel 
on commercial vessels, whereas such shipments are now restricted to Govern- 
ment-owned vessels; and 

2. Authorize the overseas shipment, at Government expense, of vehicles 
owned by civilian employees of the Military Establishment, whereas these 
employees may now transport their vehicles overseas only at their own 
expense. 

Most if not all vehicles in the above categories are transported by Military Sea 
Transportation Service (MSTS) which was created in 1949 to service the ocean 
transportation requirements of the military departments. 

Existing legislation, which restricts the shipment of vehicle owned by military 
personnel to Government-owned ships, was enacted in 1946 for the Navy, Marine 
Corps, and Coast Guard, and in 1949 for the Army and Air Force. During those 
years the private vehicle movement was gradually increasing and in 1949 reached 
a total of close to 30,000 vehicles, based on data available to us. In fiscal year 
1954 MSTS transported approximately 72,000 vehicles, and the movement for 
1955 is estimated at about 85,009. 

Private vehicles are low density and high cubie cargo and thus do not permit 
efficient stowage. Because of these characteristics and the large volume, the 
private vehicle movement plays a dominant role in cargo planning by MSTS 
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The restriction of the movement of private vehicles to Government-owned vessels 
has the effect of minimizing the flexibility of MSTS in assigning balanced cargoes 
to Government-owned and commercial vessels. As a consequence, many Gov- 
ernment-owned vessels have necessarily been devoted principally to the trans- 
portation of privately owned vehicles with attendant wasted cargo space, while 
more profitable cargoes have been booked to commercial shipping. The proposed 
legislation will afford MSTS a broader range of assignment for all its cargo trans- 
portation requirements and should contribute to more efficient utilization of cargo 
space on Government-owned vessels. 

In the matter of relative costs it has not been practical to determine whether 
the proposed legislation will result in higher or lower costs to the Government. 
The difficulty lies in ascertaining the cost of shipment by Government-owned 
vessels. As we pointed out in our interim report to a special subcommittee of 
the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee in July 1954, the costs 
recorded by MSTS do not include certain substantial cost elements such as 
military pay and allowances, vessel depreciation, Panama Canal tolls, and certain 
terminal and other services furnished by other agencies. In addition, the cost 
of moving a private vehicle will vary on each voyage depending upon the type of 
vessel, the diversification of cargo, and the cargo space utilized. Based on data 
which we developed in the course of a survey of MSTS which we made for the 
above-mentioned subcommittee in 1954, it appears that the cost of shipping 
vehicles by commercial vessels is somewhat more than the recorded costs of 
MSTS. However, as noted previously, the shipment of vehicles on commercial 
vessels should enable more efficient utilization of Government-owned vessels and 
of cargo space therein, with resulting economies in MSTS operations. Any 
attempt to be more precise about the cost relationships would, in our opinion, 
be speculative. 

Extending to civilian personnel in the Defense Establishment the privilege of 
having their automobiles shipped overseas at Government expense is a matter of 
policy for determination by the Congress. We suggest, however, that your com- 
mittee consider the probability that extension of this privilege to civilian personnel 
of the Defense Establishment will invite other Departments to request the same 
privilege for their employees. 

p We appreciate your referral of this proposed legislation to us for comment, and 
shall be pleased to give you or your committee any assistance that we can on this 
subject. 
Sincerely yours, 
JosEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington 25, March 4, 1955. 
Hon. WarREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of January 29, 
1955, transmitting for the comments of this Department 8. 822, a bill to amend 
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as amended, to require the armed services to 
utilize private American shipping services for the overseas transportation of 
commodities and civilian personnel. 

The proposed legislation involves matters primarily within the jurisdiction of 
other agencies and the Treasury Department has no views to express on the 
merits of the bill. However, it would appear that consideration of any change in 
the shipping program should involve a careful assessment of the budgetary impact 
thereof. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
M. B. Fotsom, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 
x 





